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The North Carolina Employment Security Commission 
(ESC) conducted a followup study of the 986 State applicants 
deactivated during August 1968 and 6 months later to ascertain the 
effectiveness of the program. This report is concerned 
the 6-month followup. The 586 applicants who responded to the first 
questionnaire were mailed the followup survey. A total of 494 persons 
after 1 month and 464 after 6 months were still in the labor force- 
About two-thirds of the respondents were employed at the time of both 
studies. The unemployment rate was 21.7 in August and 14.2 percent 6 
months later, reflecting the fact that 30 persons in the 
dropped out of the labor force. For both the 1- and 6-month followup 
studies, the increase in the mean weekly earnings for those 
applicants who received services was greater than the gain in the 
mear 'feekly earnings of those applicants who did not receive 
sf- es, A report on the 1-month followup study is available a-a MP 
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Explana t ion^ Pjl. 

Tnif-3 repox-t suppleinenty an earlier repox t ^ on a follow--up f.ux'vo/ of inactive 
job ax^pllcantn which was conducted in tiie Rale:i.^.;*M area in .;.cptember of 

I96S0 Whereas the initial report dealt witn ti.ie status of inactive applicants 
one nionti-i after their applications had been deactivated, this suiimiar- presents 
inf o xTaation I'c^latin^ to the status oi a poition oi uiie sane a^)^'li>>>a.ut ^xoup 
six montiis subsequent to the one— month follow-up suive^' » 

At the time of tfie one-month follo"u'-m; in Geptemccr , itoO, an eiiorL was made 
to survey allJ. of the 906 applicants whose applications had become ixiactive 
during tne month of August j hov/evex> only applicants. (99 c 4 Txn cenu) re- 
turned mail ouestionnaires 02’ v'cx*o contacted in person ior inx02.'iiia'oiori e In 
the six-month follow-up evxvey, questionnaires were mailed only to the 586 
applicants who had responded or had been contacted at the uimo ox one ono- 
month follovj— upq Of these 58 o a]'3*plicants, 419 pei'sons ( 71 « 5 peicenb) xes— 
ponded ox' v/ox’e contacted in person , Thus, during the second follov/-up survey, 
information was obtained for only about 43 percent of the oi'iginal 986 de- 
activated applicants* 



Unless otherwise indicated all data in this vsupplemental j/oijoi’b x'elabo bo the 
566 applicants v/ho v/ei'e mailed questionnaires in connectj.on witi) bne six -month 
follow-up survey. 
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,ne 



casp of tiie one-month follow-up survey, one major objective of the 



follov.'~n ;■ study v;as to determine the labor force status of job 
applicants six monons after t..s initial follow-up survey. Tne followin. 
table compares tne labor force status of tto applicants at tne time of the 
on 0 --j'Uon'U:i cind sxx— inontA s bud v loci , 6 = 



T IT ^ ir 1 


At Time of 
1 Mo . Follow-Up 
No . 


A.t Tirae of 
6 Mo . Follov/-Up 
No. % - 




Cl AO vJ ud. 1/ LAP , 

Total in Labor Force 


494 


84o3 


464 


79.2 




Employed 


387 


66 .0 


398 


67 .9 




Unerq^loyed 


107 


18.3 


66 


11.3 




Rate of linemplovment 


21.7 


XXX 


14.2 


XXX 




jNot in Labor E^orce 


90 


15.4 


119 


20.3 




Not Determined 


2 


0.3 


3 


0.5 




Grand Total 


586 


100.0 


586 


100,0 





Table G presents labor force status and response pattern information for the 
5S6 applicants who were mailed questionnaires at the time of the six-month 
follow-up survey. Is shovm in Table G, an effort was made to contact in 
person 42 of the 182 persons who did not respond to the mail survey; however, 
only 34 persons could be reached. Nevertheless, information concerning the 
labor force status of these 34 individuals (which represented 18.7 percent of 
nonrespondents) was used to estimate the probable labor force status of all 
nonrespondents. (The procedure followed is shown in tabular form xn the 
appendix). Table A shows the resulting estimated labor force status of all 
586 individuals who >vere sent questionnaires during the six-month follow-up-.- 



^j-'v-ey. 

ERIC 



- 2 - 



3 



Table A. further presents a cross tabulation depicting the change in labor force 
suatus of the 586 applicants between the two sur-^ey periods (i.e., from 
September 1968 to March 1969). From this table it may be seen that of the 
3S7 persons who were employed at the tiine of the September 1968 study, at 
least 3,33 (35 percent) were still employed (not necessarily on the same job) 
at the tune of the March 1969 follow-up. Also 15 of the 387 employee xn 
September had become unemployed by March 1969, and 38 had withdrawn from the 

J_G, C iT j. O X’ C o o 



Tables B and C show cross tabulations of weelcly earnings of responding 
applicants as of the 1st and 2nd follow-up survey. Table B depicts this 
information for those applicants which had received one or more local offxce 
servieevS« whereas Table C shows the information for applicants who received 
nc ssrvxcGs <> 



Table E shows a comparison of average weekly earnings for employed respondents 
as of -che time of their last regular job (as shown on the ES-511), at the txme 
of the cne-month follow-up in September Idt ^ae of llie sxx-:,.onLh 

fc_iow-up ix March 1969. The weekly earnings data are broken down according 

to applicant groups which did cr did not receive one or more services from the 
Iccal office. It is apparent ^rom this table that the same trend observed at 
the time of the one-month follow-up continued to exist at the time of the 

six-month folia -up; that is, the increase in the ineau weekly earnxngs for 

those applicants who receivec services ($5»78) was greater than tne gaxn xn 
the mean weekly earnings of those applicants whc did not get servxces ($4«12). 
Also, as in the ^ass of the one-- .ontl: follov-up, the mean weekly earnings 
for those applicants who did not get services ($88.10) was somewhat hxgher 
than the; mean wee.ily earnings for the applicant group which had received 
Q irvices o ($80c : 5) a 
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Table D presents a ci-oss tabulation of unemployed respondents and respondents 
who were not in tlie labor force a,s of the time of the one-month follow-up by 
tlieir labcr force otarus at the time of the six -month follow-up. The daua 
in this table also are further brohen down into the applicant group vjhich 
received local office services and the group which did not. It may be noted 
that a slightly higher proportion (23 percent) of the unemployed who had 
received ES services were employed at the time of the six-montu follow-up 
than were xhe unemployed who had not received services (17 percent). Further- 
more the average weekly earnings of those who had received servj.ce ($67,29) 
was greater than the earnings of those applicants who did not get services 
($55,80), Conversely, ainong the applicants who were not in the labor force 
at the time of the one-month follow'— up, a greater proportion of the applicants 
who did not get local office services (30 percenb) had entered the labor force 
and found Vvork than had those applicants who had received services (8 percent) , 
Also, the average i^eekly earnings of the group which did not receive services 
was slightly hxgher (',,.. 7,20) than the earnings of the group which had received 
services ($53,80), 

At the tiine of the one-month follow-up survey there appeared to be no signifi- 
cant difference betxjeen the applicant group which received lo..al office services 
and the group which did not receive services in so far as the proportions who 
earned more pay, less pay, or the same pay on the job held at survey time when 
compared with the last regular job shown on the ES— 511, A.s of the time of the 
sixmionth follow-up; however, the proportions are noted to have changed some— 
wrhat. As may be seen in Table F, among the applicants who had received local 
office services, 64,3 percent reported that their earnings in March 1969 were 
higher than in September, 1968, Among applicants who did not receive services, 
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onlv 52 ol pecent reported that their earnin'i;s had increased over the two 
suT'vey periods. With respect to applicants reporting lower pay between the 
two sjrv6/ intervals the proportions were 19 « 3 percent for applicants who had 
received services as opposed to almost 28 percent for applicants who had not 
received services., 



Of the 986 applicants which were inactivated during August, 149 (15 percent) 
were classified HRD. In response to the one-month follow^-up survey in 
September 1968 a total of 586 applicants responded, of which 85 (14.5 percent) 
were HRD. During the six-month follow-up survey in March of 1969, a total of 
419 applicants responded of whicri 50 (11.9 percent) were HRD applicants. 



Table H presents a cross classification of the uabor force status and HRD 
status of re-;. „ ..nts to the one-month follow-up survey by their labor force 
status as of the time of the six-raonth follow-up survey. The data suinmarxzea 
in this table appear to indicate that, percentagewise at least, the HRD applx- 
cants unproved their emplovinent situation over the six-month study xnterval 
slightly better than did the non-HRD applicants. For example, at the time 
of the first folloxj-up s^xrvey of the 85 HRD respondents, 27 (almost 32 percent) 
were unemployed. Six months later of the 50 responding HRD applicants only 13^ 
(or 26 percent) were unemployed. Among non-HRD responding applicants the 
proportions unemployed at the one-month and six-month follow-up intervals 
respectively were I 6 percent and 12 percent. 
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Labor Force Status of Respondents To the One-Month Follow-Up teriod By 
Their Estimated* Labor Force Status A.s Of The Six-Month Follow-Up Period 
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The Labor Force Status of 148 non-respondents plus 19 persons whose questionnaires were^reoux’ned 
by the Post Office (total 167 individuals) as of the six-month follow-up period was estimated on 
tile basis of the labor force experience of 34 persons who were contacted by telephone. 

Questionnaires were returned by Post Office as undeliverable. 



TABLE B , 

COMPARISON OF APPLICANTS WEEKLY EARNINGS AT TIME 
OF ONE-MONTH AND SIX-MONTH FOLLOW-UPS 
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TABLL c 

COMPARISON OF APPLICANTS WEEKLY EARNINGS AT TIME 
OF ONE-MONTH AND SIX-MONTH FOLLOW-UPS 
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Average Weekly Earnings at Time of Six Month Follow-Up. 
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]y' Efforts were made to contact 42 of the lb2 non-respono-ents (23.11^ sample) j hoi-jever 8 of the 
non-respondents could not be contacted. 



TABLE H 

Labor Force a:id HRD Status of Respondents to the One-Month Follow- Qp Survey 
by Their Labor Force Status as of The Six-Month Follow-Up teriod 





\J Labor Force status shown is as of time of l-month follow-up survey. 



wee;.cl" Eavnlngs for Persons Enixloyed 
fit both L-xe O ne-Month and Six-rionth Follov/-U]> Perio_d^ 1/ 



Earnings in Earnings in Pei'cent 

September 1968 March 19^9 Giiangg 

Received Services s^lO_,533 |>ll,52S + 9*4 

(140 Persons) 



Did Not 
(43 



Receive Services 
Persons) 






3,6”i - 



$ 3,S60 



1 / 



Excludes per sons vho failed to report veexly earnings in eitUei* (or both) tiae 
one-rnonth follov-up and the six-month follov-up periods- 
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